Introduction
Modern welfare states spend a considerable amount of time and resources providing care to their citizens, also when citizens are travelling or residing overseas. Foreign ministries are increasingly expected 'to assist citizens anywhere in the world';1 diplomatic missions to ease 'the trials and tribulations of their destitute, drunken and imprisoned compatriots' .2 Against this backdrop, modern welfare states' 'duty of care' for their citizens abroad could perhaps be seen as an extension of the social contract between state and subjects -a state's responsibility for its citizens' safety and well-being does not stop at the border.3 On the other hand, international law places clear limitations on the degree to which states can provide care to their citizens on foreign territory. While the Vienna Convention on Consular Relations (1963) identifies 'helping and assisting nationals' as a chief consular task, it also makes it clear that such assistance always must be in agreement with 'the laws and regulations of the receiving States' .4 Thus, and as a general rule, one state's sovereign rights curb another's ability to help citizens in trouble abroad.
Why do states sometimes challenge this established order, and provide care to distressed citizens overseas beyond what diplomatic conventions prescribe? What are their own given explanations, and what may be the political and diplomatic costs of putting citizen care before diplomatic conventions? As part of this special issue's collective enquiry into states' duty of care for nationals abroad, this article sets out from the presumption that states alternate between two roles -that of 'caretaker' and that of 'rescuer' -when providing care to citizens travelling or residing abroad. On official webpages and in information pamphlets, states routinely portray themselves as 'caretakers' . They inform thoroughly about the kinds of assistance they can offer to nationals in need of help on foreign territory, but they are also careful to inform about the limitations of what they can do. In brief, embassies are neither travel agents nor insurance companies, and they are committed to respecting local jurisdictions in the host state. Accordingly, what a state can offer its citizens will in many cases be limited to 'help to self-help' -practical advice and support.
The Hague Journal of Diplomacy 13 (2018) This makes the 'caretaker' role different from that of 'rescuer' , which is the role that often seems to be assigned to states by citizens themselves and by mass media covering individual cases. When faced with emergency situations in the host state such as natural disasters or terrorist attacks, a discrepancy might arise between citizens' expectations and the state's ability or readiness to take action.5 Implicit in the 'rescuer' role lies the popular expectation that if push comes to shove, citizen protection will take priority over 'diplomatic protocol' . Especially in cases with a high media profile, states may therefore find themselves facing cross-pressure between on the one hand 'walking the extra mile' for a citizen in need of help, and on the other observing diplomatic conventions. States that keep strictly to a 'caretaker' role may be accused of being politically weak or lacking compassion; and states that adopt a 'rescuer' role may be accused of sidestepping international law. The second presumption underpinning this article arises from this dilemma: that states are more likely to assume the 'rescuer' role when they consider core values underpinning their self-identity to be at stake. This argument is rooted in scholarly contributions holding that states care about their social identities and become attached to them, to the extent that they may even be willing to put their physical security and material interests at risk. 6 This article explores this dynamic empirically through an in-depth study of one state's evolving response to an international parental child abduction case. Parental child abduction is a field where 'duty of care dilemmas' seem particularly prone to arise: states want to abide by international law, but they also want to protect their children. A single case format allows us to explore in greater detail how tensions between these two concerns may play out in practice. While all parental child abduction cases are of course unique, the broader dilemmas that states face tend to be recurring. The case discussed here is arguably particularly suited for exploration, as it involved one state performing its duty of care in a way that was publicly condemned by another state. In addition, since many of the actors involved shared their version of the events in public, the textual material available is remarkably rich.
The case in question can be summarized as follows. In 2009, a Norwegian mother re-abducted her two children from Morocco, after they had resided there with their father for more than two years against her will. Prior to the The Hague Journal of Diplomacy 13 (2018) 167-187 re-abduction, the Norwegian foreign minister personally authorized a decision to shield the children -who were dual citizens -at the Norwegian Embassy in Rabat, citing 'legal necessity' and 'Norway's duty to protect two Norwegian minors in fear of their lives' .7 Embassy personnel later also transported the children out of the Norwegian Embassy, and helped them reunite with their mother. While the Norwegian government and embassy maintained that they had nothing to do with the operation that brought the children out of Morocco, Morocco accused Norway of having disrespected Moroccan sovereignty and violated its diplomatic commitments.8 A diplomatic conflict between the two states followed, which worsened when Norwegian media in early 2010 revealed that two off-duty Norwegian special soldiers had been part of the exit operation. This article argues that the Norwegian government's handling of the case must be seen in light of Norway's self-identity as a frontrunner for children's rights. Ultimately, helping two children in need 'had' to take priority over concerns about political and diplomatic costs.
The Limits of State Care: What States Can and Cannot Do
Citizens are individuals who, though their inborn or granted citizenship status, legally belong to a given state. With citizenship comes the 'right to have rights' within a particular political community (as put by Hannah Arendt), and the most fundamental of these rights has been 'the right to life, liberty and security of person' .9 As Nina Graeger and Halvard Leira observe:
The state's responsibilities vis-à-vis its subordinates as part of the social contract are one of the key issues within political theory, political science and international relations. Some of these responsibilities have been regarded as universal or eternal, such as protection against external harm.10 on the international arena, by stigmatizing it as a 'rule-breaker' .22 And third, from a domestic viewpoint, providing care to a citizen abroad beyond what diplomatic instructions prescribe could establish a problematic precedence for a state's future practice of the duty of care: it could raise expectations from other citizens that they will receive the same amount of help in a similar situation.23 So why do states in some cases still take extra steps to assist a distressed citizen on foreign territory, despite the political, diplomatic, economic and administrative costs that such assistance may have? The argument proposed here is that concerns about ontological security can explain why states sometimes make an extra effort to help distressed citizens abroad, despite the aforementioned political and economic costs. This argument is rooted in scholarly contributions that states care about their social identities, and -as noted above -become attached to them to the extent that they may even be willing to put their physical security and material interests at risk to protect these identities.24 A 'favorable image and reputation' seem to matter more and more in international affairs, as is evident for instance in the increased awareness of and investment in public diplomacy and nation-branding programmes.25 By contrast, states whose actions are criticized or condemned by other states risk public shaming and loss of status, and must find ways to respond to and manage the stigma that is being imposed on them.26 Against this backdrop, we must assume that most states would like to be perceived both as 'good' carers for their citizens and as 'good' international rule-followers. Moreover, based on the theory reflections above, we may expect a state that is faced with a duty-of-care dilemma between whether to put citizen protection first, or diplomatic rule-following, will choose the response that it considers least harmful for its self-identity.27 This is likely to be particularly true in cases with a high media profile, and where the media see it as their role to confront states with discrepancies between their self-representations and practical policies. If we apply this insight to the case under scrutiny in this article, then we must further expect that it matters to Norway's practice of the duty of care that Norway routinely portrays itself on the international scene both as an international rule-follower and an advocate for children's rights.28 In official documents, the Norwegian government stresses its general commitment both to the 'international legal order and multilateral governance systems' and to strengthening 'the rights and needs of women and children' worldwide.29 Norway also reports to be striving hard to continue to be 'a frontrunner when it comes to promoting children's rights and abiding by the UN Convention on the Rights of the Child' .30 This is relevant if we accept the premise that states' actions on the international arena must be understood in light of how they see themselves, and how they would like to be seen by others. When certain (self-)representations acquire dominance in the public discourse over time, they shape states' room for manoeuvre, making some policy options appear more possible, natural and legitimate than others.31
Diplomacy and Parental Child Abduction
The term 'international parental child abduction' is used here with reference to cases where a child is wrongfully removed to or retained in a foreign country by one of its parents, and without the consent of the other parent or the individual/institution exercising custody rights for it at the time.32 In recent years, the number of new registered cases per year has been on the increase in many states, not least because of a general rise in international marriages and relationships. The Hague Journal of Diplomacy 13 (2018) 167-187 could be seen as preserving 'the status quo' -it is designed as a mechanism for returning children to their state of habitual residence, so that this state 'can determine custody arrangements' .37
Of course, even in abduction cases where both of the involved states are signatories to the Hague Abduction Convention, cases may not be resolved. In some instances, signatory states do not comply with the Convention;38 in others, it may be difficult to determine whether the criteria for a 'wrongful removal' have been met; or where the child habitually resided. Furthermore, the issue of custody may be unresolved, and the initial removal of the child from its state of residence may have been permitted by the other parent.39 In other words, even in cases where the Hague Abduction Convention applies, there are many potential pitfalls, and the child's return is far from guaranteed. Yet, as noted above, the Convention currently represents the most developed international legal platform on which states can collaborate to resolve child abduction cases. In cases where it does not apply, the legal options are even more limited,40 and states have a reduced room for manoeuvre when parents left behind turn to them for help. 
Working in the Diplomatic Grey Zone
In Norway, the state whose duty-of-care practices are analysed here, international parental child abduction is a criminal offence. Norwegian authorities' handling of individual cases depends on whether the child has been brought to a signatory or non-signatory state of the Hague Abduction Convention. As a general rule, the ministry of justice will assist parents left behind if the child has been taken to a signatory state; and the ministry of foreign affairs (MFA) if the child has been taken to a non-signatory state.41 On its website's information page about international parental child abduction, the Norwegian government makes it clear that in either case, there are essentially two ways in which a solution can be found, both of which leave the parents in charge. The first is to seek an agreement with the other parent for the return of the child to its state of habitual residence; the second is to seek a legal solution in the state to which the child has been taken.42 The default position is thus that Norwegian authorities have limited political and diplomatic room for manoeuvre in parental child abduction cases when the child has been taken to a state that is not a party to the Hague Abduction Convention. Norway's self-representation is that of a 'caretaker': the MFA will provide practical assistance and support to parents left behind as they seek their children's return, but will be careful not to be seen as disrespecting local jurisdictions in the country to which the child has been taken.43 Norway's MFA makes it clear that it is not in a position to interfere with local jurisdiction, assist citizens in civilian matters, take over the custody of children, or escort children back to Norway.44 By a similar token, citizens are advised that Norwegian diplomatic personnel will provide 'whatever assistance they can' to parents left behind, but this assistance is concretized in practical tasks such as establishing contact with local attorneys and offering advice on local conditions, or help concerning travelling, accommodation, contact points, or translation services. It is stressed that while embassy personnel in some cases may be present at court hearings or make enquiries about progress in a case, they cannot in any way intervene in legal proceedings in other states.45 When it comes to public attention, detailed discussions of parental child abduction cases are rare in Norwegian media, not least because of the Ethical Code of Practice for the Norwegian Press, which calls for caution when it comes to reporting about family matters and cases that involves children. 46 The case discussed here stands out in this respect, one likely reason being the dramatic way in which it developed, along with the fact that it rose to the state level and triggered a diplomatic conflict. It should also be mentioned that the father in the case was a former Olympic champion and well-known public figure in both Morocco and Norway. This aspect clearly added to public interest in the case. As a result, a large amount of textual material about the case is available in the public sphere. In addition to the extensive media coverageboth at the time of the re-abduction and in subsequent years -official press releases and statements about the case were issued both on the Norwegian and the Moroccan sides. Norwegian authorities later also released two reports, following internal inquiries into what part government officials had played in the events, and the case was subject to debate in the Norwegian Parliament. Finally, both parents and children have shared their version of the events in public: the mother published her account in a book co-authored with her lawyer in 2010; the father has given multiple statements to the press; and both children have also been interviewed about the case by Norwegian media. Together, this material presents us with a rare opportunity to trace and analyse how a government and its diplomatic apparatus presented and made sense of their actions during and after the unfolding of a difficult child abduction case, and how those same actions were interpreted and portrayed by other parties as well as external observers.47 as 'facts' -that is, they are representations competing for authority in the wider public debate. This amounts to a discourse analytical approach, as described in Neumann, 'Discourse Analysis' .
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The Default Position: The State as 'Caretaker'
News about the case first broke in the Norwegian and Moroccan press in the summer of 2009. In what one Norwegian newspaper termed 'a dramatic escape' ,48 a Norwegian mother had transported her two children -aged thirteen and sixteen -out of Morocco on a sailboat, bringing them back to Norway after they had resided more than two years in Morocco with their father. Prior to the re-abduction, the mother had unsuccessfully sought the children's return to Norway through other channels, legal and diplomatic. Finding a solution had been difficult from the outset. Not only did the children have dual citizenship, but they had also been temporarily residing in Morocco when the battle over custody began. Moreover, Morocco had not signed the Hague Abduction Convention at the time,49 meaning that there was no shared legal framework to which the two states involved could turn. As for Norwegian-Moroccan relations more broadly, they are generally depicted as 'good' , although the Norwegian MFA describe trade and economic relations as 'relatively modest' .50 As the Hague Abduction Convention did not apply, the case fell under the responsibilities of the Norwegian MFA rather than the ministry of justice. In the mother's account of the events, the MFA and the Norwegian Embassy in Rabat both appeared in the default role of 'caretaker' when she first contacted them about the case back in 2007. The embassy informed her that getting the children out of Morocco would be difficult, since the father, per Moroccan law, would have to give his consent. By the same token, an MFA representative in Oslo reportedly described her case as a 'mission impossible' , noting in particular the challenges related to the fact that the children were also Moroccan citizens. In her book, the mother describes how the MFA offered her guidance about possible paths she could pursue, but the core advice she received was to seek a peaceful solution with the father if possible. Subsequent communication seems to have followed a similar pattern: she was given practical advice and support, but the recurring response was that there was little the Norwegian government could do to help. In her book, the mother expresses frustration with what she portrays as a wary approach from Norwegian
The Hague Journal of Diplomacy 13 (2018) 167-187 authorities.51 Following a meeting with the MFA, together with her attorney, she observed:
Our impression after the meeting, based on their response, was that they were not doing anything at all. It was incomprehensible that Norwegian authorities did not do anything when Norwegian citizens were faced with such serious difficulties as in my case. We both felt that the Ministry was using its energy to inform us that it could not do anything, rather than to look for solutions. We were tired of hearing time and again that this was a family conflict that we had to try and resolve peacefully.52
This passage suggests that there was, from the outset, a discrepancy between the forsaken parent's hopes and expectations of what Norwegian authorities could do to help, and what the MFA and embassy deemed possible.
Invoking the Duty of Care: From Caretaker to Rescuer
In March 2009, the case took an unexpected turn when the two children ran from their father's custody, and called the Norwegian Embassy in Rabat's emergency telephone for help. Embassy personnel agreed to pick the children up by car, but eventually decided to drive them to the local police station rather than to the embassy's premises. According to their mother, when she later spoke with the Norwegian ambassador to Morocco on the telephone, he explained to her that the embassy was obliged to inform Moroccan authorities about the incident, and he also indicated that it might be best if the children returned to their father. This was also the result: the children were returned to their father after a Moroccan judge ruled that they should remain in his care until the case had been processed in the Moroccan court system. Also on this occasion, the mother portrayed the embassy as sticking to the default role as 'caretaker' and 'rule-follower' .53
Then, in July 2009, a dramatic situation again emerged, when the children ran away from their father for the second time. This time as well, they contacted the Norwegian Embassy in Rabat, and once again they were picked up by embassy personnel -on this occasion, by the embassy's police attaché. Subsequent articles in Norwegian newspapers describe how the Norwegian government, as well as the MFA and individual embassy personnel, found themselves faced with a dilemma between putting citizen care or diplomatic rule-following first. As the MFA in Oslo embarked on an internal discussion as to whether it would be legal to shield children in the embassy's premises, the police attaché reportedly drove around with them in Rabat. Eventually, the Norwegian foreign minister personally authorized interpretation of the situation as 'a matter of legal necessity' . It was decided that the two children could stay in the ambassador's residence until their mother or someone acting on her behalf could pick them up.54 The Norwegian ambassador also permitted one of the embassy's employees to escort the children out of the embassy, and to drive them to a place where a person acting on their mother's behalf would collect them.55
By agreeing to shield the children in the embassy's premises, and to escort them out again and help them reunite with their mother, it could be argued that Norwegian authorities disregarded the fact that they were also Moroccan citizens, and thus moved from the default 'caretaker' role into a 'rescuer' role. Such an interpretation finds support in the Norwegian foreign minister' own statement to Norwegian national media, following a telephone conversation with his Moroccan counterpart shortly after the events, in which he stated: I recognized that [the children] were in danger, and explained to [the Moroccan foreign minister] that this was the reason why they were allowed to stay at the residence. I expressed respect for the fact that they are Moroccan citizens, but asked him to respect the fact that they are also Norwegian citizens, and that a case can have two sides.56
The Norwegian foreign minister indicated that he had had little other choice, under the circumstances, than to put the duty to care for the two children first, even if it meant putting diplomatic relations with Morocco at stake. And he presented his Moroccan counterpart with what could be seen as an ultimatum: either to let the children leave Morocco; or to guarantee their safety in Morocco, under the mother's supervision.57
Reporting about the story, Norway's largest tabloid newspaper commended the Norwegian foreign minister for his decision to shield the two children at the embassy, concluding in an editorial that 'children who come into situations like this should be able to feel certain that Norwegian authorities are doing what they can to help' . The foreign minister, the newspaper maintained, had done the right thing when he 'let diplomatic etiquette come second' .58 To the newspaper, then, it seemed self-evident that concern for two children's safety and well-being should come before concerns about diplomatic conventions, or political and economic costs.
The Diplomatic Costs of Caring
Shortly after the two children had left Morocco, the Moroccan Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Cooperation (MFAC) released a press communiqué. In unusually sharp language, the MFAC accused the Norwegian government of having violated its commitments under the Vienna Convention on Diplomatic Relations (1961) -specifically, for not having respected 'the laws and regulations of the receiving State' in its handling of the case.59 The MFAC condemned the Norwegian Embassy in Rabat's 'evident' and 'illicit' involvement in the process leading up to the children's departure, and concluded that the Norwegian embassy had shown contempt for Moroccan law by helping the mother transport two Moroccan children out of the country.60 In the communiqué, Morocco portrayed Norway as a 'rule-breaker' -a state that had violated its international commitments and disrespected Moroccan sovereignty.
The Norwegian government, however, maintained that the MFA and Norwegian Embassy in Rabat had played no part in the actual re-abduction of the children: it had not been informed about, far less been involved, either in helping the children run from their father or in transporting them out of Morocco. Confronted by Norwegian media with the Moroccan authorities' strong allegations, the Norwegian MFA replied that it could not see 'that
The Hague Journal of Diplomacy 13 (2018) Norwegian authorities in any way have done anything wrong in this case' . 61 In a statement, the Norwegian foreign minister stated that the children had 'left the embassy of their own accord, after which the Norwegian authorities had no contact with them, and consequently were not in any way involved with their leaving Morocco' .62 He also stressed that the children had arrived at the embassy's premises voluntarily, and defended the decision to shield them there, pointing to 'the seriousness of the case' , and the fact that the children had been facing 'threats to their lives' . 63 These two conflicting accounts -of Norway as a 'rule-breaker' and Norway as a 'rescuer, but rule-follower' -marked the beginning of what became a long-standing diplomatic conflict between Norway and Morocco. Shortly after the events, the Norwegian ambassador to Morocco left the country 'for security reasons' . He never returned, reportedly because of the clear signals from the Moroccan government that it would be difficult to restore a good working relationship with him.64 More than a year after the original events, a new Norwegian ambassador had yet to be appointed, because, according to Norwegian media, Moroccan authorities were obstructing the process. 65 In the weeks and months after the re-abduction, the Moroccan government sharpened its criticism of how Norwegian authorities had handled the case. In another press communiqué released in August 2009, the MFAC accused Norwegian embassy personnel of having played a direct role in the operation leading to the children's departure from Morocco, and called for the organizers of the escape to be held accountable and legally prosecuted. 66 In January 2010, the diplomatic conflict escalated further, following a Norwegian newspaper's disclosure that two off-duty Norwegian special soldiers had played a role in the rescue manoeuvre that brought the children out of Morocco.67 This new piece of information received massive media attention
The Hague Journal of Diplomacy 13 (2018) in Norway. However, the Norwegian government did not change its account of how events had unfolded, nor of the role that the Norwegian government and embassy had played. A spokesperson for the Norwegian MFA informed the press that the ministry would contact Moroccan authorities and reassure them that the individuals in question had acted in a private capacitythe Norwegian government had neither known about nor approved of their involvement.68 At a press conference, the Norwegian minister of defence called the soldiers' involvement 'unacceptable' , and made it clear that their participation had not in any way been authorized by their employer. Similarly, the Norwegian foreign minister, who was also present at the press conference, reaffirmed that the MFA had had nothing to do with the operation that brought the two children out of Morocco.69 These assurances were not considered satisfactory for the Moroccan side, however. In a public statement that was widely cited in the Norwegian and international press, the Moroccan foreign minister accused the Norwegian embassy of having imposed 'its own justice on the territory of a sovereign state in a private affair and beyond all rules and ethics' . 70 These two competing representations of the Norwegian authorities' role in the case lived on. Only a few weeks later, in February 2010, an internal inquiry into the role of the Norwegian MFA in 'the Morocco case' concluded that the MFA had not authorized, planned or organized 'the private operation [the mother] initiated to transport her children out of Morocco and to Norway' . 71 Commenting on the report, the Norwegian foreign minister said he was satisfied with its conclusion: that Norway had not broken any rules. Yet he also added: 'We prioritize cases that involve children. When Norwegian children's safety is threatened, it is our duty to assist, and this case revealed a very serious situation for the two children' . 72 While the minister maintained that Norwegian authorities had nothing to do with the re-abduction (that is, it was not a 'rule-breaker'), he also indicated that in the prior events, Norway had little other choice than to put its concern
The Hague Journal of Diplomacy 13 (2018) to do it' given the children's situation, and that the response in any case was in line with diplomatic conventions. 'Frankly, it was most tempting to break Moroccan law, put them in the car and drive them far away. But we didn't' , he said.78 Statements such as these indicate that it remains important for Norwegian officials not only to reject the claims of Norwegian rule-breaking behaviour in the case in question, but also to stand by the decision to help the two children, given Norway's duty to protect its children from harm.
Conclusion
At what point and in what situations might states be willing to put care of their citizens before diplomatic conventions? Looking specifically at the complex field of international parental child abduction, this article has explored how one modern welfare state practised the duty of care in a child abduction case where there were few agreements or mechanisms in place for resolving the case. Initially, the Norwegian MFA and Norwegian Embassy in Rabat assumed a default role as 'caretaker' , recurrently stressing that they could not undertake any action that could be seen as interfering with Moroccan sovereignty and jurisdiction. However, when the children ran from their father and turned to the Norwegian embassy for help, the Norwegian government found itself faced with a tough dilemma. The first time it happened, embassy personnel drove the children to the local police, after which they were returned to their father. The second time the children ran away, the Norwegian foreign minister personally granted them political asylum at the embassy's premises. Embassy personnel also transported the children out of the embassy, and handed them over to a person acting on the mother's behalf.
For a long period after these events, diplomatic relations were strained between Norway and Morocco. The Norwegian government maintained that it had nothing to do with the concrete operation that took the children out of Morocco, at the same time as it defended its involvement prior to this point, citing Norway's duty of care for two minor citizens in fear of their lives. The Moroccan government made it clear that it did not believe Norwegian officials' version of the events, and accused the Norwegian government of having acted in breach of international conventions. Thus, two representations of Norway's practice of the duty of care stood against one another: of Norway as a 'rescuer but rule-follower'; and of Norway as a 'rule-breaker' .
